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Abstract

This investigation by Vanina Ivanova Sumrova is the first independent and comprehensive study
of a lexico-semantic group of neologisms in Bulgarian: new terms denoting women — known as
feminitives — that have appeared within the twenty-five years since 1989. More than 1,400 terms
are covered; single-word terms, as well as open or closed two-element compounds (of the type
biznes sekretarka or bg mama), some of them until now unattested to in studies or dictionaries.
The terms are analysed from several perspectives: morphology, semantics, stylistics, codification,
sociolinguistics, social culturology, lexicography, and possibilities for future development; all con-
tributing to the multifaceted character of the study.
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1 Introduction

In recent years, a number of articles and papers have been published on the subject of creating
contemporary feminine names for jobs and job titles. Many of these works are didactic in nature,
others are critical, and some compare contemporary Bulgarian feminine names with their equi-
valents in other contemporary languages. It would be difficult to list all these publications, yet
it is worth mentioning at least those authors whose work has permanently entered into scientific
discourse and is frequently cited. The following is a list of some of the most important books and
papers regarding the Bulgarian language: N. Aleksieva (2006, 2007), J. Baltova (2012), D. Bla-
goeva (2013b), V. Bondzholova (2007), C. Georgieva (2013), S. Kolkovska (2012), V. Murdarov
(2010), E. Pernishka (2010), V. Radeva (2017), V. Zidarova (2014). Works comparing Bulgarian
with other contemporary languages include: C. Avramova (2003, 2006), D. Blagoeva (2013a), and
more recently: M. Koshkova i J. Satola-Staskowiak (Koskova & Satota-Staskowiak, 2017).

V. Sumrova should also be included in the lists above — she is an academic from the Bulgarian
Language Institute (part of the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences in Sofia), whose first comprehensive
study comprises 1,400 new (from the last 25 years) Bulgarian feminitives?

While compiling her work, V. Sumrova conducted a thorough inquiry. A substantial part of the
data comes from such dictionaries as Rechnik na novite dumi v bilgarskiia ezik (ot kraia na XX
i purvoto desetiletie na XXI v.) (passim: PH/IBE) (Peunuk Ha HOBUTE JyMU B ObJINaApCKUs €3UK
(or xpast Ha XX u wbpBoTo Aecermierne Ha XXI B.) by E. Pernishka, D. Blagoeva i S. Kolkovska
(Sofia, 2010, pp. 515; Pernishka, Blagoeva, & Kolkovska, 2010) — the most extensive collection of
Bulgarian neologisms, as well as a dictionary titled Rechnik na novite dumi i znacheniia v bul-
garskiia ezik (passim: PH/IBBE) (Peunuxk na HoBHTE JyMU U 3HAYEHHs B ObIArapCKus €3uK) by
the same authors (Sofia, 2003, pp. 309; Pernishka, Blagoeva, & Kolkovska, 2003). The excerpted
data also comes from numerous lexicographical works that fragmentarily investigated the subject
matter, as well as randomly selected issues of some of the most popular newspapers in Bulgaria
such as: 2/ chasa (24 waca), Duma (dyma), Demokratsia (demoxpamus), Novinar (Hosunap),
Standard (Cranpapr), Dneven Trud (Jduesen Tpym), Noshten Trud (Homen Tpym). Data was
also obtained from the internet (forums, chat rooms, blogs etc.).

Traditional field work was replaced by the use of internet browsers and the research data thus
amassed has been presented by the author in an insightful and interesting collection of lexical
items which undergo a complex and varied analysis (of their structure, semantics, function and
peculiarities), thus developing a consistent argument supported by a wealth of examples. The
author’s observations on the position of feminitives in the Bulgarian language are detailed and
described in an interesting manner, including conclusions and the most significant reasons for
their emergence, taking into account changes in Bulgaria and the world in such spheres as the
socio-political, economic, technical, military, cultural, scientific, ideological, and religious, as well
as changes in values systems.

Formally, the “new words”® belong to different parts of speech (they are nouns, adjectives,
verbs, and phrases created by combinations thereof). Some of these new items have an exclusively
nominative character while others are expressive.

The monograph covers the “media revolution” (Znepolski, 1997) and the invasion of colloquia-
lism thereof, which played a significant role in the revival/construction process of new Bulgarian
lexis. The author states, after V. Tabakova (Tabakova, 1995, p. 81), that in both Europe and
in Bulgaria “women constitute a majority of the country’s population” (p. 9 ) and it is there-

Tn 2018, when Vanina Sumrova published the monograph, Poland celebrated the centenary of the women’s
franchise. It is probable that the unprecedented increase in interest in feminitives that year was related to this fact.
Conversations were initiated by persons or groups previously not involved in the subject. For social, political and
economic reasons, a similar interest has been noted in Bulgaria, where women were only granted the franchise only
1944.

2The author has taken into consideration those feminitives which have already entered the system of the Bulga-
rian language and whose existence is supported by a wealth of evidence. In doing so, she has managed to eliminate
occasionalisms, which do not have the status of the neologisms she describes.
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fore important to follow linguistic processes and illustrate their impact with specific examples in
Bulgarian.

2 Methodology of the description

In her research, V. Sumrova employs the traditional method of linguistic description based on
observation and analysis conducted using a structural, semantic, functional-pragmatic, socio-
linguistic, socio-cultural and forward-looking approach. On the one hand, it is in line with the
approaches used in comparative studies, while on the other the presented items are analysed using
various aspects: word-building, semantic, stylistic, normative, socio-linguistic, socio-cultural, lex-
icographical, and prognostic. This gives the monograph a complex character and makes it stand
out among the existing research on feminitives in Bulgarian and other languages (e.g. Russian).

The reviewed work contains 196 pages and includes an introduction, six chapters, a summary,
an index of abbreviations, a bibliography, and a list of lexical and semantic feminitive neologisms.

In the introduction (Sumrova, 2018, pp. 7-24) the reader is presented with the general cha-
racteristics of the subject matter, tendencies in the creation and use of feminitives since 1989,
a number of lexical-semantic research publications fundamental for the work, the aims of the work
and its scope, and the methods employed. The terminology apparatus and the criteria for the use
of specific scientific terms are an important part of this section. Especially important is the dis-
tinction made by the author between neologisms and occasionalisms. Without this distinction, it
would be impossible to consider new feminitive names. The introduction also includes a description
of the data sources of the monograph.

In the first chapter (Sumrova, 2018, pp. 25-65), titled Nomination Techniques, the author
presents contemporary techniques of neologism creation (word-building, neo-semantisation, loan
words) and illustrates them with an ample number of examples and references to scientific litera-
ture. These techniques of creating new words are divided into groups and sub-groups (based on
suffixation, composition, univerbalisation etc.) in order to allow even a novice reader to familiarise
oneself with the ongoing feminitive processes in Bulgarian and to draw one’s own conclusions. For
researchers in other languages, the work effectively supports confrontative research, allowing for
comparisons to be made with other languages (e.g. Slavic languages).

In the second chapter, titled Classification, V. Sumrova assesses the described lexis using
criteria she deems important — word-building, semantics (gapaonka (na dbunancosa nupamua),
HACMABHUYKA ‘TPEHBOPKA , WAMAHKG ‘TTIOTATHYIKA, ODIIECTBEHNIKA, KOSITO PHKOBO/IN, HACOUBA, Hsl-
KOIO WJIM Hemo', kanaadrculixa ‘ykeHa KaHaJpkust' ), stylistycs (asepxa, poxadorcutixa, 6aycapka,
YAN2AOHCUTKG, OEH3UHOHCUTKG, G2PAPHUYKA, A2PAPKA, A2UMKGOHCUTKA, TAAMYPLOHCUTKA, Nana-
padka, ecmpadHuwka, Papaonra, Mympeca, C8exHcapkra, HebPeitcapkra, KoCMIOMapPKa, 6330Yrapka,
AHOHUMHUYKA, aAMeEPHamueHuYka), literary norms (wmunucmaspra, npokypopka, csouiika, 0ekar-
Ka, 6olnuvka, aetimenanmea, opuyepra), and historical perspective, which she deems the most
important in the process of defining new lexis. It is here that the critical distinction between new
and occasional lexis is made. The following examples are included as occasionalisms (significantly
limited by the context, time and communicative situation): naaorcopra, moporcka, adpenanunka,
pauKa, alicukomra, JoHAHCYAHKA, NEJePacMKUHA, MAAGHMAUBKA, NePTUIPOAKa, Hebpescapka, be3-
rabepruyka, 0aAA0NHCUTKA, NPEKPACHUYNKA, HEHA2ACOHUYA, HEJOCTBNHUYA, PASKOULKA, CAYYATKA,
NPEMEHUUOZKA, MEPKAHTNUAKG, MBHCEMEAAUKA.

In the third chapter (Sumrova, 2018, pp. 81-124), titled The Masculinisation of Nouns, the
researcher describes the Bulgarian language practice of masculinising Bulgarian nouns, which spans
the last eighty years. She refers to numerous bibliographical sources, as well as the phenomena
characteristic of this process and its causes. She successfully attempts to clarify the reasons behind
the masculinisation process and its duration. She also describes the interesting phenomena of
self-naming by women and language discomfort — the problems the process of masculinisation has
created, which result in language difficulties and errors. (MUHUCTBPBT HA 3€MEJIEIUETO U TOPUTE



Joanna Satola-Staskowiak -4/6 -

Vanina Sumrova, New feminitives in Bulgarian. ..

Aecucaasa Tanesa u 3amecraunure My (puMepsr e or apxusa Ha Ciryzx6ara 3a €3MKOBH CIIPABKH
B UBE npu BAH); Cpauu or CI'C nouckaxa ocraBkara Ha npeacemaresisi Baadumupa SHnesa
u 3amectHUIMTE MY; MosIT IcuxoTepaneBT Kas3sa, ue [...| u 3aToBa cupsix ja s nocemasam (cf.
Sumrova, 2018, p. 104)).

Masculinisation and gender equality are important topics which are examined in this chapter.
Sumrova refers to the opinions of other researchers and illustrates them with examples. She con-
cludes the chapter with a claim that “ masculinisation is a complex deterministic phenomenon”
(cf. Sumrova, 2018, p. 114) and remarks that the description of masculinisation depends on the
point and type of reference , language tradition, and many other factors — semantic, grammatical,
stylistic, socio-linguistic and — according to some authors — phonetic and word-building. The treat-
ment of these topics is supplemented with the results of a survey, conducted by the author for the
purposes of this monography, pertaining to the process of masculinisation and aiming to ascertain
if masculinisation is present in spoken language and if it creates any problems. The survey is not
representative, as the sample group is too small, so the facts are interpreted from a linguistic per-
spective, rather than from a socio-linguistic viewpoint. In the fourth chapter (Sumrova, 2018, pp.
125-136), titled The Peculiarities of Neofeminitives, V. Sumrova groups neofeminitives according
to:

1. Paradigmatic features (synonyms, homonyms, antonyms and paronyms). The majority of
these are synonyms (such as the correlates of masculine forms e.g.: gopymra, dopymodorcui-
xa and gopymucmra < dopymey, popymocus and @dopymucm, meaesusuorucmsra and
meaesusuonepka < mesesuduonucm and meaesusuonep, amaxadoculixe and amaxucmra <
amaxadocus and amaxucm, megepetixa and mesepucmra < mesepeey, and megepucm, 3a-
nassankae and sanaasnkoska < sanaasnko and 3anassnkosey, wanzadoculikg and waszapra
< waseadocus and waseap, and many others), a second group are homonyms (eg: nuyap-
xa, which has two meanings: a) ‘a chef, a specialist in preparing pizza’ and b) ‘a woman
who likes pizza very much’) and the smallest group are antonyms (eg: anmuamepurarxa —
npoamepukarka, anmuesponelika — npoesponetixa and cseemogunka — cseemogdobra, ame-
PUKAHOPUAKAG — aAMEPUKAHOPOOKaA, e8poPuaka — e6poPobKa, UCAAMOPUAKE — UCAAMOPOOKG,
xomopuara — xomopobra). Paronymy occurs in only two lexemes (naetibotixa and naebetixa).

2. Grammatical features, where she provides examples of the use of a lexeme to describe a
man or a woman eg: Kocmiomapka, nebpescapra, ceescapka and xomymapra. “ Momuemo
udeaeorcda 2oasma ceescapra; Lapo ne e au Hatizoasmama ceescapra 6 woymo!; Bamemo
sepHo cu e abecoaromua ceescapka; Bewe kaana, doanonpobra xomynapra! (cf. Sumrova,
2018, p. 135).

3. Semantic features (treated elsewhere in the monograph), illustrated here with the example
of the neo-semantic nuayadicuiixa (meaning ‘a prostitute’).

In the fifth chapter, titled New Feminitives in Their Cultural-Linguistic Aspect, V. Sumrova dis-
cusses the contemporary image of women projected by the feminitives. She synthetically presents
and discusses the areas in which a specific feminitive name most frequently finds its connotati-
ons. Feminitive job titles or names related to jobs are the most numerous group of new lexis (for
example, through the use of the suffix manx(a) and zoauwr(a) or manuawka, which is mentioned
in the monography (see apomamomanika, 6a020manKa, 2PAGUMOMAHKA, MADKOMAHKA, MEAOMAH-
Ka, MEAEMANKA, TEPOUHOMAHKR, CEKCOMANKA, EPOMOMANKG; PAOOMOTOAUNKA, UHMEPHEMOTONUYKE,
HEMOTONUNKA, NA3APOLOAUNKA, UWONUHLTONUYKA, WONOLOAUYKE, CEKCOTOAUNKA, GDMIOAUNKE, KHU-
eoxonunka, kaperoauura) (cf. Sumrova, 2018, p. 138).

Other excerpted neofeminitives direct reader’s attention to the representatives of social clas-
ses. The words xatiaatipadorcutixa, xatragra, ratidama, ratiocena indicate society’s excessive in-
terest in women hailing from the upper classes, political life, show business, and pop culture
as a whole. The following lexemes indicate the acknowledgement of minorities: pomxa, mypaasa,
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Mmypeaseskra, cmyzaa. A number of new lexemes describe women living with influential or afflu-
ent men, who play a decisive role in determining their social status: npesudenmuwa, npemuepwa,
MuHuCmapnpedcedamestia, 0enymamua, OUNLOMAMULG, CERAMOPULE, Karuysepwa. Other new lex-
emes describe the adolescent daughters of these men: mutinetidocapra, mudnka, ronowra, nybepka,
nybepmemxa.

A substantial part of the examples put forward by V. Sumrova relate to appearance, fashion,
interests, relationships with others: aymcatidepxa, and the perception of women by a specific group.
Some have a belittling and derogatory value: nepxrudpoaxa, cuaurxorxa. Some, on the contrary,
thanks to character traits or skills, have a positive value: nepgexyuonucmsa, ceestcapra, pamboska.
The author makes a rather lofty conclusion in the summary of this chapter, in which she claims
that ‘the heroes of our times’ are not only men, but also women. The image of the modern woman
is now presented through her professional work, her political, religious or sexual orientation, and
her interests or addictions. Feminitive names reflect women’s various characteristics, quirks and
society’s reaction to them or the groups they represent. According to V. Sumrova, they paint
an image radically different from that of the past. This image, albeit not as comprehensive or
insightful, emerges from other recent linguistic works far less comprehensive than Sumrova’s.

In the sixth chapter, titled Aspects of the Lexicographical Presentation of Feminitives (Sumrova,
2018, pp. 144-148), the author discusses past and current problems with the way new feminitives
are presented in dictionaries and lexicons. Among many remarks made, the author accentuates past
debates, as well as ongoing contemporary discussions, regarding the presentation of feminitives (as
separate entries) next to their existing masculine counterparts and the possibility of recording the
frequency of use of some of the new feminitives so as to allow them to be included in Bulgarian
language dictionaries, and thus be differentiated from irrelevant occasionalisms. The author rightly
emphasises the role played by language corpora which, thanks to processed metadata, are able to
identify the source and to indicate the frequency of use of a given excerption of a lexical item.

The conclusions presented by the author in the Summary appear to be in line with those drawn
from other pieces of research done in this field and they suggest that contemporary Bulgarian does
not have any formal limitations — semantic, phonetic, morphological, or stylistic — which would
impede the process of creating new feminitives which can fill potentially empty spaces with ease.

The author, in her research on neofeminitives, meticulously presents the positions taken by
various linguists. She enters into a polemic with some, deliberately and justifiably, in her claim that
neologisms should not be treated as unstable language items — a view supported by some linguists
— nor should their lexicographical value be diminished due to their colloquiality. In V. Sumrova’s
opinion, it is only a matter of time before many of the examples cited in the monograph are treated
as stylistically neutral and are firmly rooted in the language system. As articulated and assumed
at the start of the thesis, the theoretical and methodological assumptions make for a precise and
interesting description of the excerpted items.

The monograph reviewed here, the first of its kind of such comprehensiveness, spans twenty-
five years since the transformation of 1989. It illustrates and exemplifies over 1,400 items, which
allows for a broad perspective on the wide spectrum of phenomena involving feminitives. Ri-
gorous presentation standards and lucid language are additional strengths, and make the work
an accessible source of information, not only for academics, but also for all those with a stake in
maintaining standards of communication in Bulgarian (students, journalists, enthusiasts and ordi-
nary language users). It is also an interesting source of information for sociologists and researchers
of contemporary feminism.
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